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' Oocuienting tlbe Inefficiency ^of the Bousing aiTd Orban 

Developient (BOO) prograis for Aaerican Indians, this rep^ort 
discusses BOD prograa adninistration and pc9S9nts specific 
re'coftaendations. The report is divided into the following sections 

. and subsections: (1) 1977 is the ninth consecutive -year HOD has 
proiised lox^e Indian housing than it has delivered; (2) Indian* 

^Jiovsing is desperately needed: (3) BUO^s administration of Indian 
housing is 1disorgani?ed and inef ficien1> (BOD^s Indian prograas are 
dlgLsbrgani^ed^ HUD h^as failed to assure, coordinaticii with the Bureau 
c| Indian Affairs and the^lndian Heal^ih Service, resulting in 
unnecessary delays; and B^D Indian Rousing lacks guality); (4) Indian 
fapusing programs are flawed by H0O*s poor relationship with Indian 
hpusing authoj^ities, ibackground; BUD has a poor relationship with 

' Ihdian housina Vauthorities; the BUD Indian housing regulations and 
handbook are hat based upon reality and, therefore, a^re impossible 

I fpr the Indian housing authorities to iaplesent; and BUb is 
misianaging its progra#\to iaprove aanageaent of local Indian housing 

I authorities)'/; (5) tecoaaendations (BUD should aaii^tain a ccaeittment 

I to Indian hQusihg authorities) high Indian houj^ing goals; given the 
special ^nature of Inctiah needs, BUD should coabine ail Indian prograa 
activities into one Indian prograa office reporting directly \to the 
Secfretary; BUD should take the lead in the Federal. Indian housingl * 
effort; and BUD aust face sguarely the responsibility to help build 
institutions as well as bouses); ,(JC) . ^ ' 
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r. ' 1977> 16 'the Ninth Consecutive Year- HUD. Has Promised » ' 

* More Indian Housing Thtin, I-t— Has Delivered • 

hud's Iniilaii housing program has beeji a trail of broken promises • 
Since 1969| KUD has committed itself each year to^produc tioh of 6,000 
or more Indian hou'lsiijg .unitsT^ Each :i^ear, HUU has fall^^ far short 
of* its goal! 

^ In the.p969 tri-ag^nc^ agreement wit^h the In'^ian Health Service 
(IHS) e^nd tfhe Bureau of Indian 'Affairs (BIA) , HUD committed ItselT 
to Jroduciji^ 30,000 Indian housing, units ±ti the five years, FY 1970- 
74. HUD flailed to fulfill this promise: there were only 17,000 
HUD Indian Ibousing starts in that period, • ^ C 

* Recogiiizlng the failure, HUD Secretary Carla Hills . increased the 

* ' 1 ' ' ' 

commitment to 9, 723 housing units in each' of thef two years FY* 1975 

aha FY 19/6. HUD brolc^ these promises a^.well; there wer^ 2,170 

construction starts in FY 1975 *and^3,507 startis ip FY 1976 . The ' 

continuing gap between HUD*s promises and performance is- seen in- 

TABLE I I elow, provided by HUD^s.owo. office of Indian Policy and 

/' 

Programs , * • . . . - . . ' 

HUD'A promise for FY 1977 ia ambitg uous, ,The transition dbcumeat ' 
prepared by the outgoJLng Hi.lla Administration notes a'commitm^nt to > 
9,000 Iniian construction star ts ;* HUD ^s Goals" Management System states 
a goal o:E 5,460 units^ 1/^ Whichever of the two comtSitment s one ac/cept^, 
HUD i^ failing to rde^et either one. In the first quarter of FY 19^7, 
there were 913» cons truction starts, or 71% of the quarCeriy quo! 
needed to meet the goal of 5,460 units,, /Our interviews with fiil'd 

- r «A ■ ■ ■ • ^ •■ 

IJ / - , 

1/ Compax|re .Department of Housing and Uirbait Deyejlopme^t , Review/ of 
Programs aTid Functions , Volume III , Janiiary 197^ , p . • C-29'j andf 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Go^ls Management y System , 
Status ' R^^port FYv77, p. H-20 - ^ 
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TABLE I 



Fiscal Year 



Indian Housing Needs & HUD 
Accompllslwnents FY 1968-1976 



BX'A Inventory 
Kev Units 
Needed 



HUD Units 
Construction , 
Stairted * 



HUD Units ^ 
Completed for 
Occupancy ' 



Commit- 
ment 



1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 

197-2^ 
1973 

1975 
1976 




^8,866 
51,182 ■ 
46,544 
49,840 

, 48,313 
47,0*71 
46,556 
i5l',0^5* 

' 58,288 



\ 



1,2 06 ■ 
1.^49- 
I 3,763 , 
4, 974* ^ 
3,111 
> 2,675 
2,638' 
2,170 
3,507 



992 
1,523 
l,i06 
2,160 
2,889 
3,788 
3,499 
3,429 
2»6^5- 



6 ,000 
.6,000 
6 ,000 
6,000 
6,000^ 
. 6,000 
9, "723, 
9,723 



TOTAL ' » 



25,093 



22 ,181. 
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SOURCE:^ HUD Office of Indian Policy 
il and Programs 1977 , 



*Ref lects An Expanded Area Served By BXA Over Previous Years 



offices indieate^that HUD will fall , signif ica^ntly ^ short of 'the FY 
1977 goal if pre'sent policies are continued. ' * ' • 

II* Indian Housing Is Despeitat ely Needed ' 

. HUD*s.poor performance .stands against a^backgroun/i of» desperate 

I need foi: Indian houa^ng» There are' about 117^000' Indian housing units 

within the areas served by the-BlA, mostly federal reservations. 

♦ 

(IxcTuded are Indians living on state reservations, in non-f ederally 
recognized Indian Communities, ^nd l^n urban areas.) Of those li7,pOO 
units, BIA reports over half (61,493) to be in substandard condition, 
of which .half again (33,501) are so dilapidated as to require replace- 
ment. BIA lists another ^6,704 Indian families wh^ are presently 
daubling up with other families. BIA combines the number of seriously 
substandard hoifies with the number of unhoused families to determine • 
the total' Indian^need for new housing of over^60,000 unif s . The 
American. Indian Policy Review Commission adds that poor housing is 'a , 
ijor factor driving IndTalis from the reservation to urban areas. 2^./ 



ma; 



More'over, the^reported Indian housing situation has worsened in 
recenj^~^ear s , > as can be seen /from TABLE I'. In 1969, the year of 
HUD^s promise of 30,000 new liomes in five years, BIA reported; an 

Indian housing n€^ed .of 49,000 units*. By the beginning of 1977 , thd 

\ ..^ ' 

reported Heed increase.d. to over 60,000, despite the. 21, 000 HUD units 
constructed over the eight year perioi.S^/ 

*^ ^ Statistics do nbt tell the whole story. Poor quality Indian 

2V American Indian Policy Review Commission, Tentative Final Repor t , 
,p. 5-95 (1977) ■ • ^ 

3/ The BIA, f igtf'res aire presented in the BIA "ConiSolidat ed Hou'bing In- 
ventory" Report for the transit ion- quarter . ^/ . 
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hdusing talces its toll in disease and injury. Ad Dr. Emery A. Johnson^ 

Director" of the Indian Health. Service, told Congress in 1975 , 

The crowded living conditions, inadequate protection 
^ 'Irom the ele.ment-s, and generally poor sanitary 

conditions prevalent in the typical . substandard home ^ 
represent -a hazardous environment for the Indian 
infaniN^' .Many of the 'diseases which are , unusually ^ - ^ 

prevalent among Indian and A:).aska Native populations 
result from, or are- aggravate^., by , 'poor home environ-, 
ment. These diseases include gastroenteritis, 
.-C dysentery, influenza, pneumonia, and otitis-media . 1 

[infection of the middle ear]. 4^/ ' ! 

Given ^ the high proport of Indian housing ^hat -is seriqusly 

substandard of overcrowded^ one is not surprised to' find .the results 

appearing in mortality ti^bles. Dr. Johnson proivided the example of 

infant deaths: ^While the infant death rates for) Indians and Alask^ 

Natives compare quite favorably to the general^ population for* ^he first 

. . ^ > / \ 

28 days of life, 'thS r^ate^ of death of Indian/and Alaska Native infants 

between *the 28th 4ay of life and the 11th m6nth is moye th&n twide the 

' ' * / " \ ^ 

'Similar rate for the U.S.' general popula t i<]fn . ''One of the causes \of 

the post neoftata^ period 



this significant increase in death rat6 during 



is the poor home envir9nment into Vhich the 



infant is brought," 



Dr. Johtison conpluc^ed. 

Vobt housing ^lead^ to inj ury as well as diuease. i Acdid'ent^ are 
the leading cause of dea^h for' Indians and Alfeuka Natdves with an 
accident death rate of ^neaVly fo\if times fchatf of the general populatiori. 
"Neairly 40% of the acciden"tS \esult ing in a' ^ijrit .clinic visit during 

' \ . 

V Indian Hoysing , Hearing before the SubQommi|:tee on Indian Affairs 
of the Senate Interior Committee. \Maya, 1975, pt). 19-20./ ^ ' ' ' 



f 
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5 ^ ^ % , 



1974 occurred in or -around the home.^ Many <of these falls, burns and 
other accidental injuries occurring in the home environment could 
have been avoided," Dr. Johnsoh testified, "if the home were well 
designed and properly equipped."^/ In short, HUD's poor performance 
leads nat^only to the indignity of a squalid housing environment, but 
also-t^ disease^, injury, and even death. 

HUD^s Administration of Indian Housing Is D isorganized 
' \ 'and I nefficient 

A. HUD'^s "Indian Programs are Disorganized 

The poor perform^ce of the HUD Indian pjogram is reflected in 
HUD's confused administrative structure. Under the Assistant, Secretary, 
for Housing, -Indian programs are" Administered by separate housing pro- 
duction andhbusing manage^i^ offices. Under the Assistant Secretary ' 
for. Community Planning and Development", there is no designated Indian 
program representative f-or the major program, community ^development . 
blocJc .grants, but there is an Indian 'program representative for the 
smaller planning* grant program. Und^r the Assistant Secretary for 
Neighborhoods and Consumer Protection is the so-called -Off ice of 

^India^n" Policy 'and Programs ,' w*<h a -two-and-a-half person professional' 
staff, little program authority, and even less influence. An- attorney 
from' the Office of General Counsel is involved vith Indian programs, 
'and the Couriselor ,to the HUD Se,^r,etary plays an" influent ial policy 

Iroie. 



There are three serio\>s consequences of this confused adminis- 
trative structure . First. HUD's Ind.ian progr.ams ^^nd to be disjointed 

5/ IBID., p. 20 ■ ^ ' : . ' 

o 8 ■ ^ 
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their imp/4ct. As HUD^s own Indian Programs Task ^orce noted in 
'1975.; . • * \ . 

• ..the lack lof a unified Departmental policy has 
^resulted in the delivery of resources to Indian. 
communities in a very haphazard manner, thus losdng 
^ a potential positive impact upon problems confronting 

Indian communities . In other words , we have not > ^ 

. realized the' impact ^f a cob<rdinated delivery of 701 
planning, CD block, grant , and^Public ^Housing resources. 
Each h^ pretty. much gone its own way.6/ 

S^me of this problem has been corrected at the'regiqnal office 

level by creatic^n of special Indiati Program Offices in Regions VIII 

(Denver) and IX (San " Francisco) . However/in other regions and at" 

the central office level HUD ' s programs cont^ueto go their -separate 

ways. In -our f i^Od intervl/4ws , regional officials complained of * 

difficulties in coo^ij>airing policies with several ^different central 

Office groups, each6t6sponsible for different HUD Indian programs. 

Indian groups seeking central o^ice assistance in resolving program^ 

dtf f ictllties also complain, of their frustration. They are .rout inely 

referred to t^e Office of Indian Policy . and ^Programs / only to find that 

.office v^ithout the authority or influence to. resolve issues, foT 

example, in the Indian public housing program. 
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The second and ^en moire ^^er^^ous consequence of HUD central . 

office disorganization is 'the inability of the several snlaller^ 

of f ices 'to use their .(often unharmonious ) voicB's to. increase the 

priority of Indian programs Within HUD. Igdian program official^ in ^ 

♦ 

th^ fiel.d complain about the lo^ status HUD gives Indian housing, 
low status means insufficient manpower, resulting insufficient 
HUD staff support to Indian housing authorities. Staff, shortages 
^Iso contribute to dissention in sotne f ield «of f ices , as housing pro- 
duction and housing managejnent fight for st§ff badly neeafed by both. 
Housing production needs staff to meet quantitative goals, while ^ 
management tries to improve the capabilities of lilA's to provide 
counse^litig , main tenance rent collection and other administration of 
the housing inventory. Tlie controversy involves a rfobson's Choice 
between quanitity and quality of HUD housing programs. Despite the 

y 

efforts of many dedicated field. of ficials , HUD has given. Indian hous- . 
ing a low prior ity *which assures a lack of both q^uantity and qjuality. 
With HUD Indian programs fragmented among several Assistant Secretar- 
ies and at least seven different offices, there is no ^ngle strong 
voice to speak within'HUD for committing the resources nee'Sed to make 
Indian housing a more .productive HUD program. 

Tn this regarjl,vt>^ lesson of the HUD regions 'is instructive.* 
In th'ose HUD ar^a office ^uxisdic tions serving a small number of Indians 
bribes report that their needs may be lost among the other pripritiefe. 
By contrast, HUD has found it valuabl*e to form special region level - ^ 
offices. of Indian programs in some of thiB^estern United States, 
where the^re^ar e ^ar ge numbers of Indd^ns. The' Assistant Regional 

^ - . ■ ' .10 " ■ 
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Administrator for Indian Housing is .able to speak on behalf of Indian 

priorities in a manner the previously fragmbnted Indian program per- 

s'onnel could not, Moreover, it is now possible to train and, allocate 

HUD staff without concern that the pressure of other priorities K^ll 

compete with their Ind^n ' housing work. The Regional Indian.O: 

were formed early 'iiV^l 975 , anS it is too early to measure the impact 

on actual production, Yet,^the c^nti^al iza.tion of Indian programs 

offers a lesson which, th^ Central! Office should not ignore, ] 

B, HUD Has Failed to Assure Coordination Among 
F ^d e r a 1 Agencies ^ 

Unlike HUD,. both the Department of the Interior and the Depart- 

'\ \ { ^ 

m^nt of Health, Education and Welfare have special Indian service 

branches (the Bur©^ of Indian Affairs and Indian He alth- Servi ce , 

respectively), I^ th6 field of housing, the BIA is re*s]p'onsible for 

providing access raads to new projects, .The BIA also- as'§is.ts in land 

acquisition and appraisals of proposed housing sa,tes. The IHS is 

responsible for developing wa'l^er and sani tat ion facilities for homes, 

including HUD-produced housimgV While BIA and IHS- are to provide. 

roads and waiter up to the project site, HUD is responsible for all 

site work( including* whatever roads and service lines are needed within 

a-^roject to hook up .to tljose provided by BIA and IHS, ' 

Indian Housing authorities and HUD officials "aldke point to 

the. probl ems of/ coordinating. housing construction among the three. 

federal agencies. Region IX (San Francisco) ' reports , for example, that 

resolution of a recent BIA-HUD-IHS >yxiSdict ional issue stopped progres 

on one project for sioc^onths. This is not uncomjnon. W 
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The lack of coordination ^mong the three agencies has often 
* * •^'^ • 

d to absurd results. To give only some examples: 



*In a Lovelock, Nevada, Indian Colony project, HUD completed 
four housea in 1975 .which had to* remain ^unoccupied several 

' months before IHS provided tjie necegsary ' sewer and water 
lines ; , ' " 

*HUD completed about two .dozen mutual help homes in* Tuba 
City, Ar izona , f ive . ye^TS ago; to date, BIA has not pro- 
vided n^eeded ^access roads or si4ewalks; ^ 



^Region IX reports that IHS con-structed water lineF^ f or 
Indian hous ifig on the C'olorado River r eseryat ion , but . ^ 
failed to assure that the-wat'er was fit to drink, *The . 
affected tribe finally had to allocate its community 
development block 'grant to construct the necessary w-ater 
treatment plant, (IHS contends that the water is adequate, \ 
but 'HUD and bhe tribe disagree,) 1/ , * 

HUD, BIA, and IHS 'havd attempted to • resolv^eJ their Jurisdictional ' 

disputes" through ' tr i-agency agree.ments. The first such agreement 

came it\ 1969 (when HUD made its cbmmitme)it of 30 ,J)'00 ^homes in "five 

year^) and the ^second in^l976. Already, the 1976 agreement is p.rov-^ 

ing unworkable, even wi,t4i subsequent, clarifying statement^'; ^^010 ex- 

amplet needless delays occur while HUD and the other ageHcie^deter-- 

mine *%h^ther scattered site housing is a "single" project, 10/ for 

pui^poses of allocating^ re^onsibility for roads and sewer^ and water - 

* \ ' ^ 

lines. If HUD is to meet its commitments to Indian housing, it muat 
push for a revision of the tri-agency agreement allowing the three^ 
fedei^al agencies to arbitrate their jurisdictional disputes (and 

— ^ ^ *-T 

9^/ We obtained the first two examples by. telephoning Indian r epre- 
sentatives from the" affected areas and con^irme^ the complaint^ with 
HUD field staff. ifl^ field staff assured us that such cases^ are not' 
,'inf requen t • However- HUD cen^tral office remains but of touch: it 
malnt;ains ^ no records«^f such problems and. no statistics ori their 
inaideftce. . /" 

10 / HUD Counselor Joseph Burstein, was unaware of formal agency complaints 
filed according to the provisions of the 197 6 agreement He reports 
that his office will again "look in1:o" the issue. ^ ' L. 

:R?r ■ ■ - 12 • _ . . 



consequent budget *alloaatipns) only& after thd ^ork ,has beep 'completed 



by th-e agency best; in position to do so<i HU©'' s failure to assurd, a . 
•workable .tri-agency relationship with respect -to jEndian housing hasL^ 
directly and seriously contributed to the cfelay in processing* Indian 
, housing* , , ' ^ ' ' 



:C« HUD Indian Housing JLacks Quality 

^•Too much' HUD Iri^an housing is defective, ^Jn Region IX, offi- . 
clals estimate o;ne third , of HUD Indian homes are seriously defective, 
ranging from those req;uiring additional insulation to "40*0 units sink-/^ 
ing because' they were built without adequate, soils reports* Region IX 
has spent over a millian dollars of Community dey.^opment money so 
•far to repair defective mutual ^help units, and ' est ifaat es another three 
!jiillion dollars are needed. o » \ ' " 

Region VIII, ^the other major HUD Indian program office,, similarly 
reports, the need to spend four tq four and a half million dollars^ re- 
pairing defective HUD houses. * i 

^ A'gain, numerous\exampleS can be found;. 

♦ , ' _ • ' 

" , *In 1970, ''construction was begun on a 159-unit mutual help 

poroject on^ the Laguna reserv/ation in New Mexico.. Of tliose , 

- units, 39 r-emain uncompleted and unoccupied todays. Many 

of tile remainder *have proven setiously :defective, .oft^n 

;requirihg the families to vacate the home before re^pairs ca^ 

^ • be made. n4w ^roo f ing , ^wir ing ,1 floors , insulation, appliances, 

and water heaters must be in-stalled. 

*0n the Papago *reserya tion. in Ar^^zona, 182 mutual help and 50 

low retrt units constr,ucted in 1971 require repair of structural, 
^ electrical, and plumbing d^fect;s. The Indian Housing Authority 
'claim?' HUD neglected to provide alssistance to the IHA to carry 
* ^ , • out inspections or, a malnteni^nce program. "HUD,, in turn, is 

'dissatisfied with the p'erformanc^ of the THA. 

' *.0n the Rocky Boy reservation in Montana, 150 units of mutual 

^^MgB. he]«prf^houslng were constructed in 1973 . Twepty-five of these 

jjHr homes?' were defective in the podifStonittg o*f furn^aces and water 

*• betters, resulting in carbon mon()xide. s eepage intt> living 
areas, apd were repaired wi'th. coijdmunify develop&ent gr.ant 

ERJC 13 . . 
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mpney only in 1975 .and 1976 * In addition,, othei; 'units^ suffer 
from 3asi.c construction defects such as at Lagunaj these 
remdii uncorrected » pendiSrg resolution of the funding issue 
between' the IHA an^. IJUD.^ . ' 

*Ih Tw.ln Lakes Ar izona > mutual help homes'* only two years 

.old have cracked foundations, peeling plaster ^ . poor. /j 

Insulation, and excesslvd susc ept ibility to dust an'd** wind f 

* ♦ \ • • • 

• , y • 

*In Tui)a City> Arizona, Navaho low r,ent and mutual help 
tiousi ag has setl:led that doors and windows jam in j their 
bqnt frames. Cinderblock low rent, homes have virtuaij-ly ♦ 
no insulation; roofs 'are constructed of rafters, a l^er 
of board, tarpaper, gravel, and tar. Mutual help ^omes 
are susceptible to dust and wind even when doors and, windows 
are closeci; .1 

*In Wladow Rock^ Arizona, low rent homes also suffer jfrom 
^ poor insulation. Moreover, poor design and construction 
r esu s in large amoun^fs of dust 'blowing into homes 
/ tfhrough the venting system. 11/ ' 

. p. ^ - • — ^ ^ 

HUD re|gulations place primary responsibility for insp<iction of ^ 
construction upon tjie local Indian housing authority. HUD Requires 
its-field stjaff to participate only in spot checks o^ fii^ished hoTnes, 
to examine tpe. quality of IHA inspejctrions . HUD officials and Indian 
housing "authority . commissi'oners themselves concede that IHA inspec- 
tions axe gejnerally inadequate. Region ^VIII(Headquarters : Denver^) 
recently heliped establish a two week training course for IHA inspectors" 
at the Unive(fsity of Wjret:on''s in*, and other HUD officials are waiting 

to determine whether such a pcpgram might nd^^'^b^* valuable for their 

. . ' CI ^ ^ ^ , ^ ' ^ 

regions, as well. . .-^ , . 

Once aj mutual help home is accepted in defective condition. 



11/ Again, wje obtained these examples by calling local tribal repre- 
sentatives and then confirmed the complai^,ts with HUD field stalf. 
Although poor q.uality holmes are'^a systematic problem with HUD Indian 
housing, ^the central office is again out of toucli, maintlainirig no 
records or statistics on the incidence of defects. 
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t}ie family has one year in which to enforce the warranty against the u 
•contractor. Often enforcement of the warranty is not possible: the 
.cotitractor may. reside out of ^tat^j the family may not have occupied 
tlfe hpme unt.il several^ months or even a year after constfuction* was'' 
completed; or, the serious defect may become apparent only^after a 
year. In any event, most Indian families residing iij HUD housing are 

financially unable to undertake the repairs necessary to correct the 

♦ ' * # , 

defects. Notably absent from the Indian housing regulations is a 
provision providing for HUD reimbursement for construction .defects 

• ■ "1 ' ■ ' - - 

in new HUD housing such ^s the FHA Sectiop 518(a). 12/ 

I.V . Indian Housing Programs Are Flawed By HUD^s Poor- 
Relationship With Indian Housing Authoritijgs ' 

; .-^^ Background \ 

^ HUD Indian Housing is most often provided under the low income 
housing programs authorized by 'the 1937 'Housing Act, Vhich established 
the public housing program as we know it today. Indian public hous- 
ing includes both a low tent program and *a mutual help* program. for 
Indians who can contribute lab^r, materials, cash, or land, and then 
use their monthly payments to accumulate eventual ownership of the 

#home. Most mutual help housing and many low rent houses are slnglei 
family homes, either in clusters or on dispersed sites,* 



12 / Some HUD field staff note frustration at the exclusion of HUD 
housing fro-m the BIA home improvement program^ designed to upgrade 
defective homes. While HUD regulations allow ongoing maintenance 
and repair of low rent homes, the cent ral - of f ice has not provided 
similar benefits fo-r mutual help housing. 

* 

' ■ . . . 15 ' ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 
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Ppr a variety of historical reasons operat ion of the standard 
, p-ublic housing pr^ogram has traditionally been decentralized. Con- 
siderable authority and responsibility for construction rests with the 
local public housing authority^ subject ^tp HUD review of build/ng 
quality, confiormity 9f' constructioij. costs to prototype guidelines, and 
other requirements (fair housing, union scale wages, environmental 
impact, etc.)*^ .After construction, the public Housing authority 'is 
respoxisible to HUD for managing the project, including collecting of 
rent. 

This pattern has largely been adopte^d by HUD in its dealings 
^with local Indian Housing Authorities . As can be seen f rom 'chart I, 
^ the IHA has considerable responsibility for moving forward with; de- 
velopment plans, tenant and site selection, and coordinat ion with 
J BIA and IHS on roads, w^ter and sewers, budget pr oj ect ions and 
rbuilding specifications. Once HUD authorizes the IHA to^ awa^rd the 
Annual Contributions Contract, (HUD ' s' commitment to pay annual sub- 
sidles), the IHA sel^ls bonds or notes to finance actual construction. 
The HUD Annual Contribution payments cover debt service on the bonds 
and notes and support operating and main tenance reserves as well as 
operating funds. , . • - . ; ^ 

The IHA is res^jonsible for inspecting the sit6 during construc- 
tion and*, after completion, periSi^dically during the contractor's 
warranty period. The IHA^ is 'supposed to establish a homeowner counsel- 
ing program, collect monthly ^payments , and supervise mutual help resi- 
dents to 'assure that they are adequately maintaining their homes 
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SOURCE: HUD Officie of Indian Policy and PrograWs . 

1977 : ^' . J- 
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B. HUD Has a Poor Relationship With Indlali Housing 
Authorities 

V 

HUD officials are thoroughly dissatisfied with the overall per- . 

\ 



shall assist weak IHA*s> but only "to the exjtent of funds and staff 



f ormance^^?i| Indian Housing Authorities. One field office after another 
complains about the inability of many IhA^s to keep accounts^ inspect 
:onstruction> or-rabove all--collect rents. . ^ ' 

If tiUD finds an IHA 4oes not have adequate administrative 
.cap^billty> the regulations prescribe that HUD reject all further 
Indian housing applications. The regulations also specify tha^- HUD 
shall assist weak IHA's> but 
available for this • purpose . " 

Given t^e serious , limits on HUD staff and funds, HUD tends to 
usa sanctions. rather than provide needed technical^ assistance to 

.- ' ' ' ' . ' ^ - ■ 

IHA^s. Field offices are applying intense pressure* t*o Indian hous- 
ing authorities to upgrade their performance. Especially Region IX 
in Calif ornia> Arizona^ an^ New Mexico > is developing the reputation 
'for demanding . improved IHA performance before approving applications 
for new projects. * The result promises to be a far reduced rate of 

housing production. , , . »• 

^ / ' . » -* - * , 

Even while applying this^ pressure > 'HUD is not providing IHA & 

the necessary ^taf f support to upgrade their administrative capabiliti 

Th6 reasop 'appears to be ^deliberate polity > as well as shor tages * of- 

HUD staff in Indian programs. One official states: "There's a ten- 

dency*to put the workload on the local Housing authority and get back 

at arm^;? ir^gth^ rather than being dragged inland accused." Another 

area office indicates it would have to d'buble the size of its program 



-t 16 - 

staff to provide adequate assistance In training and upgrading IHA 

capabilities • 

ft 

; It ahould ^ome ds little surprise to HUD that Indian housing 

. authorities lack.^the management resources found in many urban publ^lc 

hdustng .authorities. As the Housing Task Force of the In.dlan . Policy 

.Review Cpmmlsslon points out: - ' 

The problems In attracting these talents to thd^^ ^l- 
reservation are not^ dl's similar from those of any 
-/ other rural community; Inability to pay what 
these persons could coiiraand In an urban , e_nvlron- 
ment; l^ck of opportunity, to earn sustained i^'lgome 
bjfecause of the heavy dependence on short-term ' ^ 
1 1 f,ederally-funded 'programs ; "and the general un-' \ _ 

' I availability of socla^ and cultural Inducements . 13^/) 

I .Without HUD providing technical support, IHA^s wljl continue to 

have admlnlsit ratlv^ difficulties. Asr one high tudlan prqgram offl- 

cial sees it, it will take twenty years, at present "rates of commitment- 

of HUD staff re.sources, before IHA*s in 'the region are generally cap- 

able ^of* carrying out all of their responslLi'iriJ: ies under the program 

regulations 'and handbodk requirements. , , , 

/ ^ ' ' ' 

C . The HUD Indian Housing Regul'ations and Handbook Are 
Mot Based Upon Reality and Therefore Are Impossible 
' F-ej: ;the IHA To ^mplement . , I . , 

HUD field staff and Indian* groups alike find the Indiah Housing 

Regulations and Interim Indian Housing Handbook unreal. The National 

Congress of American Indians recently adopted a resolution stating,, 

* in part : 

The Interim Indian , Housing Handbook is unworkable, 
c" ^ .We recommend it be abolished and' re-writ t en with Native 
American input, particularly from the * field Federal 

3 

13/ See Report' of the Housing Task ~Force of the American Indian Policy 
Review Commission , p. 172. (Report submitted August 2, 1976.) An 
additional problem is political. Tribal ^Constitution^ adopted under 
-^^^ral guidelines often lead to tribal ^ elect ions on ^.n annual or"'^^ 
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Register, ' dated March J9, 1976,^ Regulation for\.^ 
Indian Housing was written by well ilieaAing • people 
know Indian ^A'ffairs. There! are man) 
' reasonsV this set of rui.es is/not worka|>'lQ Jfor 
Indian Housing implemejitat iK)n . . . 14/ ( ' \ 

' ' * \ i\ % 

When we told a senior level- HUD field "of ficjLal about Itlie in- ^ 

" ability of many IHA^s even to uji'derstand the HUa .handbook, tHe response, 
^ . ' " ^ . \ 

was "they ^rei not .alone. " HUD field staff t^end to p^refer worR^able solii- 

' tions to the impossibly d^Jailed Handbook prescriptions. 'The o^ccupancy ' 

. '^^ , ? . * * 

agre^jl^nt to be^ siglied by. Indian mutual help families* is a-p^'eniiy 

number 100 (of 107 appen'dices in the ^fat Ijidian Hanc^book^ fend alo^e 

runs an impossi^b^J<C4;6 pa^esj 

* Jn'^ian" P.rogram' Director William Hallett' of Region VIII agrees 

V 'J 

that it is time to reevaluate the HtJD Indian Housing Regulations and 
HandTjook firom the perspective of workability. "Management .requirements 
^ are mo^e cotoplex than they need to be^" says, Hallett . "What^really 

needs to be done is to sit down, and question-^if a requirement, a 

f ' " ' ' ^ ^ V ' ' 

process^ a paper, a form is not required by legislation or does not 

• ». 

serve some meaningful purpose for the client,, then we sRoyld change 
the existence of that report..." Yel , Vli'e IHA's can us« training, 
says HaJ^lett. But Indian housing also needs a simple srraightf orward 
delivery system, so Wa*can tell the'IHA whV and how a step is taken.,- 

instead of simply requiring! it . just (fa.n't see the logic and the 

* ^ <^ . ' • ^ . . - • \ . 

reasoji for some of tTi6 requirements and fQrmulas .th^ go through,*' , 

he conc-bydes. 

13/ (Continued /from p. IS^Hiennial tn^si's. lAis often results in a 
turnoT^er-of Commissioners )of the IHA, and contributes to staffing 
instability. , ' ' ' • 

14/"Position on Indian Housing,'* adopted hy the National -Congress of 
•American Indians Exe^cutive Council January 19, 1977, at- p^ 7. 

o . - -• ^ 21 ■ . • - 
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The -unresality ,of the regulations and . Handbook are seen in" 

the failure of two. of the basic safeguard features: IHA inspec-r 

' . ' / • » ' ' , ^ ^ ' • ' 

tions arid hdmebuyer counseling. We have earlier indicated the 

tendency of some' contractors^to construct seriously 'defective Indifin 

housing. The problem is especially seribiis .for mutual help home- 

buyers, w^ho a're responsible fo:r ajl maintenance work after the 

contra<:tor »s warrant;^ period elaps^ss. The HU^^egulat ions and 



nctiiac 
squ^] 



constructroji, and (2) make s^t»e visits 'ta eV'^luate the overall 



Handbook place responsibility for periodic construction inspections 
■rely upon'the IHA. HUI> has limit^ its .role fo providing staff 
tx> (1) participate 'in the^final inspection before * completion of 
0)1, an( 

qruality of lIlA i-nspectibns . • . ' . ■ 

While the^e provisions look ^obd on paper, they fail , in prac- 

tice, Indian prog ra>n officials in different ^fegions are candid 

* ' / * ^ ^ ' i / • 

about tlie. inability ^f many IHA's to undertake the necess^ary ihspec- 

tion work. Overall in'sggct ions hafve* not Veen adequateyf three re- 
gions report. civen this reality, why don'^'ib. HUD official^ them- 
selves undertake ^he necessary inspections? simply doesn't * 
have the necessary field staff or even the . inclination , is the 



uniform response. . Besides, one official add^s with a referfincei to 
a defective HUD-subsidized Sectio^ 236 Indian housing pi^oject, 
HUD inspection's haven^t been that g6o^ either. Whatever the excuse, 
too jnany In\djfan homebt^yers are stu^Jc with seriously defective ttUD 
\homes. , W 



Homebuyer counseling is' another unreal program safeguard. Sec- 
• -i 
tion a0S:429 provides, ^»The. IHA shall prov'ide coun-Veling to Homebuyers 

and devotes over a page of the Federal Register to specifying 

% 1 

the details: Counseling is important for mutual help homebuyers > 

again because of the burdens HUD places upon them for maintenance" 

and ^budgeting (especially because of the requirement that even low 

income mutual hePp residents pay repaiT and utili/ty costs). 

' . Homebuyer caunseling is not opera'tive for many-Indian housing__ 

-authorities. Region' JX 'estimalfes that a maximum of*seven IHA's 

presently provide some form of counseling, out of 24_ which should. 

Another f;ield office observes that counseling is a Idw IHA priority, 

and that few IHA's are doing it. seriously. Region VIII reports that 

counseling is only beginning as an ongoing program, and that 60-70% 

of mutua'l help rksident^ have-not received^ it^ 15/ ^ 

We asked Joseph Burstein, Counselor to the HUD Secretary' for an 

official, comment on the quality of^the regulations and Handbook. 

The fegjulations and Handbook for the p*rogram are fine,' he replied. 

"The problem is administering the. thing. ^* 'That is indeed a serious 

problem. Regulations that are a lawyer's dream but an administrator's 

nightmare app^aX to be* the jnainstay of HUD»s/lndian housing program. 

It is a sul'efire recipe for program failure. 

J^^ D. HUD Mismanagi-ng Tts Program to .Improve Management 
of Local Indian Housing Authorities 



In it^ipintinuing diss'atisf action with IHA administration of 



15/ Several regions report serious dissatisfaction .with the BIA program" 
to' train home^buyer counselors, which HUD central office approved 'in 'the 
1976 Tri-Agency Agreement. Once again^the problem appears to be the 
program assumption that IHA's will have available the professional 
training/sta'f f fountf in urbkn areas. v. " 



the program^ HUD has toyed with the/tarrot as well as the stick 



The carrot is the Management Initiatives for Indian Housing ' (MIFIH) 
program, funded at $500>000 in FY , followed by another $2 . 

million "in FY 1976. 16/ - ■ ' . ' 

\ ; - . • ■ • 

V MIFIH has changed focus several times in its short life.. It 
presently emphasizes small grants to. each JHA> without adequate help 
Xo iHAVs to use the grants for effective lnanagement> The 46vpage, 
Mll^lH Handboo](^ has a process flowchart itse'lf four pages long; and 
once again places a maximum burden on the IHA to develop a p'rc^gram. 

^Yet, it is the very absence of qualified perso^el that causes 
much of the administrative difficulty for IHA's in the first pikcel 
As a Region of ficial ptits it> <^»The [MIFIH] Handbook irfade it hard 
[to implement the program] because of all the thihgs they told the . 
housing Authorities to do. For example, you can't ask [the IHA's] 
to submit their training proposals until they kncw^who^is going to 
be there to provide the training.** ' * 

, Faced with the fundamentally flawed program, the regions have^ 
acted on their own to provide HUD staff for some IHA training sessions 
In ydd^tiol^>l^f i'eld offices have begun to list approved ti^ainers and 
management consultants available within the area or region. 

Despite these efforts to remedy the poor program design, HUD 



16/ See HUD Handbook 7440>'2, Management Initiatives For ^ Indian Housing 
F7ograni , July 1976, p.. 2: . , ^ 

\ 

"Currently MIFIH constitutes a special short-term (two-year) 
catch -up effort for IHA|s to improve ^upon their ^administrative 
capabilities ... at a level acceptable to HUD,** 
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has ^pent little of the MIFIH money. Indeed, our telephone interviews 
reveal that» as of March 31,-1977, Region VIII had spent only $57,odo 
o£-its $606»000 allocation, Region IX spent only $37»S00.of its" 
$'637,000 allocation, Regidn X spent pe'rhaps five percent of its 
allocation,, the Oklahoma City Area Office spent none of its 
MIFIH allocation yet. 12/ ' ' ' 

. Unless HUD .acts ^ place the management "funds in the con^text of 
a -.system to deliver the needed technical .assistance! and training, we 
can e^xpect *little->,better MIFIH productivity in the^ture. The money 
will simply drib^JTe out as field officials find s^af| or consultant 
resotirces. It Vill take management initiatives in the HUD- central 
office before MIFIH can bear fruit in the field. 

V. Recommendations * . - ' 

A. HUD Should Maintain 'a Commitment To High Ind ian * 

Housing Goals ^ \ ' - 



Indian housing is desperately needed, and depends on a high 

« 

HUD commitment td production. To give one last set of' statistics,- 
44 percent of rural Indians (those primarily served by the HUp Indian 
.pxogramO' live in crowded housing (more than one person per room), 
compared with 10.1 percent of ail rural Americans, 67.4 percent of ' 
rural Indian families lack running water (compared with 8;7 percent 
of all rural 'Americans) , and 48 percent of 'rural Indian- families lack 
indoor toilets (13.6 percent of all rural Americans are so deprived). W 



17/ Field officials insist we note one reason for the slow, startup 
has been the HUD central office, which delayed ove.r a year before " 
issuing guidelin&s telling the field how to spend the money. Regfion 
VIII adds that'aH: will spend much more money in tlie last half of 
L977. 

IS/ American fftdian Policy Review Commission, Tentative Final Report 
p. 3-14. ^ : ^ ' 
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• Except for a small BIA home improvement program. HUD has thVrespon^ , ^ 
sibility for -providing these people slfe and decent housing. HUD's 
poor performance con^ns Ajnerican Indians to, poor health" and high ^ 
mortality directly trkce^blg to these miserable livin| condi tiofis". 
HUD must keep its' |,o^a-ls high' and mu^t meet them. 

Moreover/ it is important ' that- HUD produce a steady gradually ' 
increasing quantity of Indian housing. rather\han ' the • Vporadic flow 
^of today>^ ^housin^ pipeline. .This management and development of. a 
long-term program are essential" if the Indian housing ' -^thorlties . 
are/to develop the 'needed " administrative^ cap abi U4:i es'. " I .is difficult 
enough to attract an inspector or . coups^l ing trainer or bookkeeper to' 
remotp^Indian reservations. It is impossible if the j ob- promises to^: 
yCst only on a year-jo-year basis, depending .upon the wlTims of a>, '\ 
sporadic Hyc program. As.-one HUD, fxeJW^f i ci al asks rhetorically; ' ' ' 
,"Who wants to be a drainer of. Indian homeownership' counselors if the 
job will disappear, in a year' or tw^. The same qu.estion can be a's'ked . 
about learning to b^ a bookkeeper, inspector . or 'housing' manager'." 

By a HUD commitment to housing production, we^^^j^ of creation 
of actual housing units- ft)r o^pancy. and not merely of HUD's per- 
iodic paper processes. The department • s 'repeated declarations of * 
sensitivity and-> concern about Indian programs are Meaningful only 
when backed^by commitment of the necessary staff^anxi priority within 
the department. \ 

^- Given the Special Nature of Indian Hdvusing and 

Co mmunityPevelopment Needs. HUD Sh ould ComhinP . 
A l l Indian Program Activities l^ to One UTTTPSl^ — 
Pr o gram urrice Reporti ng Directly to the Secr etary ' 

The federal governmen-t has a unique responsibility to Indians. 



As a result '*of treaties, agreements, and federal law, a trust relation- 
ship has^, evolved. This relationship obligates ^he government to act , 
with special care (technically: with fiduciary responsibility) to 
insure the survival of Indian tribes and people. 1_9/ When pooV hous- 
ing forces Indijans from the, tribal reservation to fend for themselves 
in the cities^ flil f eder^ government-'-and HUD, in particular--f ai Is* 
to meet this trust respons^blli.ty . 20/ -Similarly, when housing is. so 
.poor as to endanger health" and safety of'remaining Indians, this 
trust 3^esponsibi lity is not met. ' * ' • ' 

The trust responsibili t^to provide Indian housing is a direct 
result of federal government policies. Land on many -reservations is 
held in trust by the Bur^eau of Indian, Affairs . This .means that 
trkditional American home mortgage financing arrangements *are not 
available unless complicated agreements qan'^e reached to protect the 
lending institution. As Dick Winchell of Arizona State University 
points out, "Since HUD programs do finance housing on reservations, 

/ ' * * ^ 

HUD ha^ become the major, and, for some communities, the only financier 
of housing.. The only option is for individuals to save, enough to pay 
cash for their own home, or to build their own home. " ^21/ 

^ Because Indians have such-unique housing and community 4evelopment 

19/ IBID., Chapter 4, and especially p. 4-12. 
JU/ IBID. , p. 5-95. 

21 / ''Appropriate Housing: An Evaluation of Two HUU Projects Fjrom 
the Port McDowell Indian Community, a paper presented to the Westeyn 
Social Science Association annual meeting, April 21, 1977, by Dick 
'Winchell, Arizona State University. Department ^of Geography. 
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needs^ HUD mu^t t!ake special care to "assure that the smal 1 * Indian 
program staff doesn't becdme lost amidst other agency priorities. 
Significantly, HUD Indian housing* is generally, rural housing. That 
^means HUD must spendmore staff and money than in urban housing projects 
which can draw upon resources in the immediate vicinity. Unlike hous- 
ing ^r, other groups, Indian housing requ4.res careful coordina^t ion * 
with the BIA and IHS for provision of basic supplementary services. 
Finally, community development programs involve issues of .tribal 
sovereignty and other questions which don't arise in the course of 
most ,HUD activity, 

HUD has responded to these considerations wis^fi periodic ex-' 
pfessions of concern and sensitivity, but a fragmented administrative, 
systeta and low performance. With the advent of the Carter adminis- 
tration and the appointment o^ a new Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development, it is time far* a change. 

First, it is important that HUD centrali'ze its central office 

ft • 

Ipdi^h program staff into a single Indian Pragtam -Of f ice. This will 
facilitate better Communication both with the field offices and with 
the MA and IHS. , Most importantly,' t.he single program office will be 
able to fbymulate policy based upon Indian needs. (To take only one 
example, ^he Minimum Property Standards are designed primarily for 
suburban middle class. homes, and fail to take account of the special 
physical and cultural needs of rural Indian housing). 

Second, it is important that the new Indian Program- Of f ice report 
directly to the Secretary, or possTbly the Undersecretary. The 
Assistant Secretaries for Housing and Community Planning and Development 

28 ' 
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each have Indian related concerns in their programs. Therefore, 
having Indian offices report directly to any of the Assistant 
Secretaries would pimply recreate today's fragmented situation. More- 
aver, the'^history of special offices, reporting for example, to the 
FHA Commissioner, Assistant Secretary for Housing ..is not encouraging. 
For example, HUD has allowed the Office of Special Assistant for 
Cooperative Housing to dwindle from a dozen people to 16ss than one, 
despite an explicit statutory requirement to the contrary. 22/ ^ 

This recommendation is now new. Groups both within and outside 
of HUD have maie this pro'posal. 21] Recently, the Housing Task^Force 
of the American Indian Policy Review Commission proposed that Congress 
enact the appropriate reorganization to: 

(1) Establish an Indian Housing Office within tKe Office 

of the |pecretary , headed by a director appointed by the Secretary; 

(2) Delegate to the director' responsibi lity for-administer- 
ing all HUD programs affecting all Indians; and the responsibility 

\ 

for coordinating HUD ' s programs With other involved , agencies ; / 

y \ > 

(3) Prdhibit^the Secretary fra?h making any further delegation 
to any HUD official anywhere who is not directly responsible to the \ 
director; " - . . - 

^ (4.) Require, the Secretary to appoint a J.5 member National 



22/ The SpeclaJt Assistant for Cooperative Housing is mandated by 
public law 345, 84th Congress, 69- Stat. 636, 12 USC I715e. Successive,^ 
Assistant Secretaries for Housing ^have simply ignored the statutory 
mandate, despite^ protests from cooperative housing organizations. 

-25/ See ^ **First R-egert of Task Force on Indian«*Programs : Memorandum 
lo'f the Secretary, ^^-November 6, 1979, pp. 5-7, and the similar pro- 
posal l)y Senator Mike Gravel (D-Alaska) embodied in S. 1287, introduced 
in ths^95th Congress. . - ' • 
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Indian Housing Council^ which is to meet at least twice' a year, and 
i^ich has the responsibility of advising the diif^cto.r on matters of 
policy and planning and conducting an annual Indian Housing Confer- 
* ence. 24 / ^ . ' * , 

Much of this proposal ,could be implemented by the Secretary, 
: without need for legis^tion. ' ' r 
We would add a third important point about the new Indian 
Programs Of f ice . It is time for n«w faces in Indian policy posi- 

tions. We recommend urgently that HUD infuse its central office 
Indian program staff w^th new' people. Some might come from^the fieldi 
others from the competent Indian Housing advocacy^ groups around the 
country. The office should include Indians themselves, and not merely 
non-Indiana with a real or professed sensitivity and concern. Above 
all, the present central office officials responsible for HUD*s trail 
of broken promises should be r^oved from positions of power over 
Indian programs. . ' 

C. HUD Should Take The Lead ^in the Eederal Indian 
Housing Effort ^~ I . 

The c'onfusion of coordinating building of roads, sewers, and ^ 
\i^ter for HUD housing by three separate federal agencies causes ex- 
pensive and unnecessary delay. The three agenci^^_£h;rfuld adopt the 
r ocommendat ion of the American Indiap Policy Review Commission that 
the necessary services be provided by the agency tftest situated to 

• ^ • - . 

complete t*he particular job. 25/ Afterwards, the parties can arrange 

.24/ Report of the Housing Task Force of the American Indian Policy 
Re'view CoinmlTsion » p. 177 

2S/^IBID-. , p. 164 . . . 
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the appropriate int er-»ag0ncy budget transfers, , ^ 

It is up to HUD, a^ tjie agency most centrally concerned with 
Indian housing, to renegotiate the tri-agency agreement to accomplish 
this purpose; If the agireement contains an acceptable arbitration 
provision, the agencies will be able to settle disputes over respon- 
sibilities at particular sites.. It is essential that the agencies 
decide after the work has gone f orward , ^ rather than delay in the 
entire process. * " ^ 

It is, also important that HUD 'formally claim the lead role in * 
the Indian housing process. When other agencies are unwilling to 
meet prior commitments, HUD should be prepared to step forward to 
complete the work. Only if HUD undertakes this responsibility can we 
avoid the not-so-comic/l farce of HUD-built homes lacking sewers, 
^water or access roads. ' ' . 

D. HUD Must Face Sq'uarely the Responsibility to Help 
Build In stitutions As Well As Houses 

C : ] — ^ ' — ~ 

The single most important element ,in HUD»s Indian housing program 
is the Indian Housing Authority. The IHA must negotiate with, con- 
tractors, HUD, the BIA, and IHS to build homes, must insp,ect for quality 
and assure correction of defects, must select and counsel prospective • 
residents, and collect rent and generally supervise the housing until 
it is paid for. 

While this set of prescriptions looks ^ood on paper in the HUD 
regulati^^, it fails in practice. On one reservation after another, 
the Indian^ Housing Authority lacks the trained staff to c.arry out -tVe 
m-any responsibilities. Moreover, the surrounding community also lacRs 
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the trained manpower to be utilized on a "contract basis. 

HUD officials repeatedly express their 'frustrations with this . 

r, ^ 

problem.^ but fail to face its program implications. HUD's policy, ^ 
especiaTTy^ at 'thTe^Washington level, is to pass the buck to the IHA, * . 
regardless, of whether it is able to carry the burden. HUD simply 
leaves th^ low income consumer to. bear the consequences of defective 
or low quality ^housing. Wh.en the IHA fails to collect sufficient 
rent, BHD simply applies pressure and threatens to cut off future 
hoysing production. 26 / 

Notably absent ^4^"* HUD ' s policy is la commitment to provide the 
necessary administrative and management skills to help, improve the 
capabilities of the IHA^. MIFIH, the HUD management initiatives pro- 
gra'm^) r~epea.ts^ the ageniiy±s_ gen er.a^Ii failure in dealing with the Indian 
Housing Authority: it provides money, but fails to break the bottle* 
neck of unavailable quality technical assistance- When the IHA * 
cannot devise its own management (MU.IH) plan, and cannot find quali- 
fied trainers, HUD has one more reason to chastise the IHA as incaj^able. 
The same is true when HUD urges a management improvement pian onto / 
an IHA with low performance. 

It is. time to pass^ the buck back to HUD'. When the program 
doesn't work, it is HUD's responsibility to majce it work. Taocpayers 
pay HUD to develop solutions not merely to blame the local housing 



authority -for program failures. 
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Once HUD faces up to the fact of institutional weakness of many 
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26/ Region IX has refined the process. Fi^ld staff negotiate a 
management improvement plan with the IHA, specifying steps the IHA 
must take to 'improve performance. ' ^ 
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rHA*s//the pr.obleii) can .be^solved. First, HUD must commit Increased 
st-aff to provide ess^tial trajLning and administrative guidance. 



Maahwhil'S, the' 'agency must^provide. a steady flow of 'new housing. 



HUD 



must also -develop 'ah ongoing housing management program, to as'sure 
housing counseling, maintenance, and repair of defective homes. Only 
when HUD*s steady, commitment to production and ongoing management is 

^ clear, will prospectiv/e inspectors, counselors, bookkeepers, etc., 
^be assured that job opportunities will continue to exist in Indian 

^"Nvousin-g on the reservation. Once t^iose job opportunities are seen as 
•continuing^ people Kill be willings^to invest in the needed -training . 
Besides using HUD staff to provide ongoiii^ technical assistance to 
IHA employees,* HUD might experiment with the concept of semi-permanent . 
staff: people, hired on two or three year contracts to provide tech- 
nical assistance to designated IHA's/ 

Second, HUD must devise a carrot to induce imam's tp better 

^ * ' ' * 

, performance, instead of merely *the threat of reduced housing production 

if the IHA doesn^t collect rent. 27_/ He/re^ the importance oP a . 

coordinated HUD Indian program staff (recommendation B, above) becomes 

apparent • If an IHA d^emorf'strat es lack .'of ability, the coordinated 

HUD office migh/t decide to allocate Community Development or Section 



701 or other gr.ant funds to supply the missing slcill* As a condition • / 
of i^eceivi'ng fu^rther riUO housing,.the IHA might be obligated to 
utilize the grant funds to employ qualified persoilnil (possibly from 

^ 27/^l£ HUD simply cuts- production to- chastise weak IHA^s, HUD has failed 
-^.-^Tts mission of providing decent and safe housing. Mor^ likely than 
not, officials of thp offending IHA will continue to be well housed, 
evei) as HUD jienies^ good housing to the deserving members of ^the tribe 
still in poor housing. InsteaJ of merely punitive sanctions, H.UD mdst , 
ievelop sys^tematic incentives for IHA^S* to perform well. 
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#morig the^HUD semi-permanent staff, if the IHA chooses to draw upon 
that, source) . , . ^ ' 

Fi-nally, HUD must take steps to train Indian housing manpower. 
-S6-me"field officials speak of certifyin-T-qualified Indian managers. 
•Once a pool" of trained manpower exists, HUD may be able to require 
minimum certification -for IHA exe^tive directors. Until that^ trained 
manpower exists, it is lar^^ly usS&ss to berate and pressure housing 
authorities without providing the needed technical supp^ . It is 
time for HUD- to bjj^ld institutions; only then can the department 
expect to meet its commitment to build homes. * 
. Conclusion ^ , 

asked HUD Counsel;ix Joseph Burstein to provide an official 
HUD comment on the gap between HUD • s present promises to build Indian 
housing and 'its poor performance. "We're unhappy about it, of course,' 

* ' . » • 

'he. said. HUD is about to begin a thoroxigh study of :its Indian hous- 
ing programs with an eye" to improving .them*. Mr. Burstein addedMrhat 
the present report would be a welcome addition /fco the departmental re- 
view. , « , . •• 

* ' < ■ 'a 

The new HUD commitment to reevaluate , Indian housing program? 

would be more reassuring if ^UD hadn'.t promised the same to Congress 

in 1975 28^/and at the Indian Housing Conference of 1974 29/. Oil the ' 

Y^er hand, even though HUD's Indian program personnel haven't changed, 

the advent of a new adminisftration does hold promise for improvement. 



2|/ Indian Housing , Hearings before the Subcpmmlttee on Indian 'Affairs 
of the Senate Interior Committee, May 1 , 1975, pp. 43-^^1 (Testimony of 
Joseph Burstein). - \ / 

29./ The^ National Indian Housing Conference , ScOt^sdal-e ,/ Arizona, 
November 1974, Passim (Statements of HUD Secretary James "Lynn and 
Assistant Secretary Gloria Toote) . • 

- • • .. - 

^ 34. • 
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. It will be up to a vigilant Congr^ss^ and , aroused ' Indian and conswner 
^groups to insure that the new HUD >evieW marks the- end. of . the 
department's trail of broken promises.' \ ' ' ^ 
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